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REMARKS 

In the Examiner' s Answer, the Examiner presented arguments in response to 
Applicant' s arguments presented in the Appeal Brief. The following are Applicant' s 
responses to the Examiner's arguments. 

1. Issue 1: Filter rules. 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner contends that "the filter rules of 
Lakshman provide filter criteria used in the processing received packets, which reads on 
the claimed limitation as presented" ( Examiner Answer , page 13, Issue 1, lines 13-15). 
Applicant respectfully disagrees for the following reasons. 

First, Lakshman explicitly discloses that "[t]o perform packet filtering, the router 
245 may be provided with a table or list of filter rules specifying that routing of packets 
sent from one or more of specified sources is denied or that specific action is to be taken 
for that packet having a specified source address." (Lakshman, col. 2, lines 3-7). 
Lakshman further discloses "[fjilter rules may also specify, for example, that received 
packets with fields specifying that a particular destination address should or should not be 
forwarded through specific output links, or that some other specific action should be taken 
before routing such received packets." In other words, the filter rules in Lakshman merely 
determine whether or not a packet should be denied based on the source address, or a 
received packet should be forwarded based on a destination address. This is not related to 
an admission policy related to differentiated service levels. Differentiated service levels 
may include service levels that are differentiated. For example, these may include expedite 
forwarding (EP) (Specification, page 21, lines 7-10), or best effort delivery (Specification, 
page 21, lines 10-11; page 15, lines 2-7). It is clear that Lakshman 's filter rules, which are 
merely concerned about whether a packet should be received or should be forwarded, are 
not related to the admission policy related to differentiated service levels. 

Second, the Examiner contends that the filtering concepts of Lakshman were 
clearly disclosed within the context of differentiated service levels, citing col. 1, lines 54- 
64 ( Examiner' s Answer , page 13, lines 17-19). However, while col.l, lines 54-64 of 
Lakshman discusses the general concept of differentiated service levels, Lakshman 
explicitly discloses that "[cjonsequently, in addition to the packet forwarding function. 
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router 245 of FIG. 2 may perform a packet filtering function. Packet filtering may be 
employed, for example, as "firewall protection" to prevent data or other information from 
being routed to certain specified destinations within the network." (Lakshman, col. 2, line 
65 to col. 2, line 3). Accordingly, Lakshman merely discloses an additional aspect of using 
packet filtering as a firewall protection. A firewall protection prevents data being routed. 
It is not related to differentiated service levels. 

Third, the Examiner further contends that Applicant's assertion that Lakshman' s 
filters are not dynamically created or removed amounts to a piecemeal analysis of the 
reference, and Barzilai is relied upon for the teaching of this aspect of the claims. 
However, central to an obviousness rejection is the suggestion in the prior art references. 
Neither Barzilai nor Lakshman discloses or suggests dynamic creation or removal of 
filters. 

2. Issue 2: Classifier. 

In the Examiner' s Answer, the Examiner contends that Barzilai is relied upon in the 
above rejection for a different limitation in the claims. However, in the rejection, the 
Examiner contends that Barzilai "teaches the improvement if statically compiled packet 
filter by utilizing a general classifier for real-time packet forwarding and packet filters .." 
( Examiner' s Answer , page 4, lines 19-22. Emphasis added). As argued in the Appeal 
Brief, Applicant submits that Barzilai merely discloses a session handle, not a classifier. 

3. Issue 3: Dynamically create and remove filters. 

In the Examiner Answer, the Examiner contends that Barzilai clearly suggests an 
improvement over prior art static packet filters by using dynamically generated filters that 
"provide general and flexible classification of incoming packets" ( Examiner' s Answer , 
page 14, lines 16-19). However, as argued in the Appeal Brief, dynamic code generation is 
not the same as dynamically created and removed filters. 

4. Issue 4: Gai's prescribed policy or service. 

The Examiner contends that the claimed filters can be reasonably understood as a 
set of rules applied to a flow of traffic ( Examiner' s Answer , page 15, lines 8-9). However, 
the Examiner failed to respond to other aspects of the claimed language as presented in the 
Appeal Brief ( Appeal Brief , page 10, lines 29-32, page 10, lines 1-4). For example, a 
prescribed policy or service treatments cannot be dynamically created or removed. 
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5. Official Notice: 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner provides U.S Patent No. 6,253,321 issued 
to Nikander at al ("Nikander") as documentary evidence in support of the Official Notice. 
However, Applicant submits that Nikander does not provide support for the Official 
Notice. Nikander merely discloses the cell 406 including expiration time and data transfer 
limit of the security association (Nikander, col. 7, lines 11-13). The expiration time has 
nothing to do with removing a filter based on time-of-day. The security association is not 
a filter. 



CONCLUSION 



Applicant respectfully requests that the Board enter a decision overturning the 
Examiner's rejection of all pending claims, and holding that the claims satisfy the 
requirements of35U.S.C. §103. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Blakely, Sokoloff, Taylor & Zafman LLP 
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